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The Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) program provides Federal 
grant assistance to State and local units of government for public outdoor rec- 
reation purposes. All park and recreation systems that receive L&WCF assis- 
tance are strictly required to prohibit discriminaticn on the basis of race, color, 
national origin, age or handicap in all their programs, activities and facilities. 


Regulations of the National Park Service (NPS) and the Dept. of the Interior 
strictly prohibit any such discrimination in federally-assisted areas. Any per- 
son who believes that he or she has been discriminated against in any N’S or 
L&WCF-assisted program, activity or facility should write to: 


Director, Equal Opportunity Program 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 
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IN REPLY REFER TO 
L34 (784) 


Honorable J. Bennett Johnston 
Chairman, Committee on Energy 

and Natural Resources 1994 
United States Senate MAY 20 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 


It gives me pleasure to transmit to you the 17th Annual Report to Congress on 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) Grants-in-Aid program. This 
report is submitted on an annual basis in accordance with the requirements of 
the L&éWCF Act, i6 U.S.C. 4601-8(f) (7). 


This report highlights the States’ program accomplishments during the past 
year in administering this program. In fiscal year 1993, 50 States, 5 
Territories, and the District of Columbia received funding for 382 parkland 
acquisition and recreation development projects totalling $29.6 million. The 
States also expended $23.7 million on existing grants during this same period. 


While funding for this program increased slightly over last year, dramatic 
reductions in grants funding has accrued over the past decade. Demand for 
close-to-home recreation opportunities is at its highest peak ever and 
requests for funds again this year exceeded amounts actually made available. 


This year's report summarizes State accomplishments in effectively planning, 
funding, and providing quality public outdoor recreation opportunities to the 
recreating public. Over 57 percent of this year's funding was used at the 
local level to help meet this ever increasing demand. The States, in spite of 
decreased funding, are supportive and willing to continue to create a full 
partnership between Federal, State, and local governments in establishing and 
maintaining a national recreation system for perpetuity for all Americans to 
enjoy now and in the future. 


Some changes in the reporting format have been implemented this year for the 
sole purpose of providing more useful information to you and others in the 
U.S. Senate. This year, the report has been divided into four distinct 
parts: (1) a national overview and summary of accomplishments; (2) regional 
accomplishments; (3) opportunities forgone; and (4) State recommended 
legislative actions. 


A copy of this report is also being forwarded to the Honorable George Miller, 
Chairman, Committee on Natural Resources, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 20515. 


Sincerely, 






i 
FACpoger G. Kennedy 


Director 


Enclosure ing 


cc: Honorable Malcolm Wallop 
Ranking Minority Member 
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IN REPLY REFER TO 
L34 (784) 


Honorable George Miller 
Chairman, Committee on 
Natural Resources 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 


It gives me pleasure to transmit to you the 17th Annual Report to Congress on 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&éWCF) Grants-in-Aid program. This 
report is submitted on an annual basis in accordance with the requirements of 
the L&éWCF Act, 16 U.S.C. 4601-8(f) (7). 


This report highlights the States’ program accomplishments during the past 
year in administering this program. In fiscal year 1993, 50 States, 5 
Territories, and the District of Columbia received funding for 382 parkland 
acquisition and recreation development projects totalling $29.6 million. The 
States also expended $23.7 million on existing grants during this same period. 


While funding for this program increased slightly over last year, dramatic 
reductions in grants funding has accrued over the past decade. Demand for 
close-to-home recreation opportunities is at its highest peak ever and 
requests for funds again this year exceeded amounts actually made available. 


This year's report summarizes State accomplishments in effectively planning, 
funding, and providing quality public outdoor recreation opportunities to the 
recreating public. Over 57 percent of this year's funding was used at the 
local level to help meet this ever increasing demand. The States, in spite of 
decreased funding, are supportive and willing to continue to create a full 
partnership between Federal, State, and local governments in establishing and 
maintaining a national recreation system for perpetuity for all Americans to 
enjoy now and in the future. 


Some changes in the reporting format have been implemented this year for the 
sole purpose of providing more useful information to you and others in the 
U.S. Senate. This year, the report has been divided into four distinct 
parts: (1) a national overview and summary of accomplishments; (2) regional 
accomplishments; (3) opportunities forgone; and (4) State recommended 
legislative actions. 


A copy of this report is also being forwarded to the Honorable J. Bennett 
Johnston, Chairman, Committee on Energy Natural Resources, United States 
Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510. 


Sincerely, 


Lye 


foe *oser G. Kennedy 


Pe vi sector 
Enclosure 


cc: Honorable Don Young 
Ranking Minority Member ay 
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INTRODUCTION 


This seventeenth Annual Report to Congress is submitted as required by Section 6 
(f)(7) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) Act, as amended. 


The Act requires that each State: “evaluate its grant programs annually under 
guidelines set forth by the Secretary of the Interior and transmit such evaluation to 
the Secretary." This program was enacted "to assist in preserving, developing, and 
assuring accessibility to all citizens of the United States of America of present and 
future generations...such quality and quantity or outdoor recreation resources as 
may be available and are necessary and desirable for individual active 
participation....” 


This evaluation is done annually at the end of each fiscal year. State actions and 
inputs provide the primary basis of the national report. This year, the report is 
divided into four distinct sections. Part I focuses on a program overview and a 
national summary of accomplishments. Part II provides regional summaries of 
program accomplishments over the past fiscal year. Part III identifies opportunities 
foregone due to funding limitations. Part IV incorporates State recommended 
legislative actions aimed at improving the delivery of L&WCF program benefits. 


The L&WCF program is administered, at the Federal level, by the National Park 
Service (NPS) through seven Regional Offices. The Washington Office provides 
guidance and program coordination. Project proposals are submitted to the NPS 
Regional Offices through a State Liaison Officer (SLO) appointed by the Governor, 
who has the authority to represent the State for the purposes of administering the 
L&WCF program. Income for the program is received from three main sources: 


1. Sales of Federal surplus real properties; 

2. A small portion of Federal motorboat fuel taxes; and 

3. Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) revenues derived from leasing oil and gas 
sites in coastal waters. 


Receipts from the OCS leasing program are used to ensure that at least $900 million 
are deposited in the L&WCF account each year. By law, these moneys are to remain 
available until appropriated for the intended purposes. As of Fiscal Year 1993, the 
unappropriated balance was approximately $9.1 billion. 


The legacy of the L&WCF program emanates from Section 6(f)(3) of the Act which 
provides for the establishment of a public recreation estate in perpetuity. The 
utilization of moneys derived from the exploitstion of a non-renewable resource 
and investing them in an everlasting benefit is an unique public policy. 














NATIONAL PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
Funding History Through FY 1993 


The Land and Water Conservation Fund program is one of the most successful 
Federal/State/Local partnerships. It has provided close to home public outdoor 
recreation opportunities for all people. It assisted States and local governments in 
strengthening and in some cases establishing park and recreation systems. In fact, it 
might be said that it contributed to the establishment of a "National System of 
Parks." Without any doubt, the program has enabled the park and recreation 
community to facilitate the achievement of National, State, and local priorities. 
Some of the priorities that park and recreation programs have served as the vehicle 
for making inroads into include; among others: crime prevention, reduction in 
health costs, economic expansion, job creation, environmental protection, urban 
revitalization, watershed protection, flood control, and the sense of community and 
family. 


Notwithstanding the other contributions, the primary purpose of these grants are to: 


- provide grants-in-aid to States and local units of government for 
acquisition of parks lands and open space; 


- to support development of State and local facilities for outdoor 
recreation; and 


- to assist States in the development and maintenance of Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans (SCORP). 


Since the origin of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) program in 
1965, $3.2 billion have been appropriated to the 50 States, the District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the Northern 
Marianas for acquisition, development, and planning grants designed to improve 
the quality and quantity of recreation opportunities in the United States. 


Through Fiscal Year 1993, Federal obligations have totalled $3,164,434,983 and a total 
of 36,633 grant projects (see Illustration A) have been approved. This amount has 
been matched by State and local contributions, for a total L&WCF State grant 
investment of well over six billion dollars (see Table 2 of the Appendix which 
shows obligations by State over the life of the program). Also Appendix Table I 
shows appropriations for the Fund from FY 1965 through 1994. 


The following is a breakdown of the types of grant projects funded over the life of 
the program. 


- 8,487 acquisition projects with acreage totalling 2,304,257 














L&WCF GRANTS 
FISCAL YEARS 1965 - 1993 


Percent of Funding 
by Project Type 
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L&WCF GRANTS 
FISCAL YEAR 1993 


Number of Grants 
by Project Type 


























with local jurisdictions and to minimize administrative overhead costs. In some 
cases, States have chosen to accumulate several annual apportionments for the 
purpose of funding larger projects. Securing environmental, cultural, and Federal 
plus State licensing / permit clearances on projects for which apportioned moneys 
were reserved often slowed down the obligation process as well. 


During this fiscal year, 410 projects were final billed. Funds outlayed during this 
year totalled $23.7 million, resulting in a net decrease of the unexpended balance to 
$67 million. 


Details of Fiscal Year 1993 Funding 
- «grants were awarded in FY 1993 (see Illustration B). 


- 53 acquisition grants to acquire 24,146 acres of park and 
recreation land. 


- 315 development grants to provide sports Sak es te camping 
and picnic areas, trails, ihe, Venting cnetie atlb Gilt baste 
recreation facilities. 


a ee 
Statewide Outdoor Recreation Plans. 


- Acquisition projects received 28 percent of the funds obligated and 
development projects received 68 percent while planning projects 
received 4 percent. 


- More than 52 percent of grants funds were obligated within 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs). 


- Local government-sponsored projects received over 57 percent of the 
total funds obligated for new projects. 


- State-sponsored projects received 40 percent of the total funds 
obligated for new projects. 


Levels of Competition for Available Funds 


The demand for assistance from the L&WCF continues tu far outstrip the 
availability of moneys. Only 410 of the 2,844 project applications received were 
selected for funding. This resulted in providing moneys sufficient to cover about 7 
percent of the total amount of dollars requested in Fiscal Year 1993. 


These statistics fail to portray the pressing needs of the public for outdoor recreation 
opportunities. The keen competition for the very limited amount of funds 
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available, increasing application costs to meet federally imposed requirements, and 
the State imposition of maximum grants thresholds continue to depress the 
demands for funding through the L&WCF. According to a survey conaucted by the 
National Park and Recreation Association, over $37 billion is needed to meet the 
public recreation demand during the period 1990-1994. Reportedly, better than 18 
percent of these moneys are needed for capital investments within State Parks. The 
remainder represented needed rehabilitation, land acquisition, and development 
costs required to enable local parks and recreation systems to provide essential close 
to home recreation opportunities. 


The limited amount of available funds has had an even greater dampening affect 
upon the number of acquisition requests for L&WCF assistance. Moneys sufficient 
to acquire lands for a singie facility often exceeds the apportionment available to a 
State under current appropriation levels. 
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MID-ATLANTIC 


For the purposes of the L&WCF program, the 
Mid-Atlantic Region includes the States of Con- 
necticu., Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachu- 
setts, New ire, New Jersey, New York, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Virginia, 
West Virginia, and the istrict of Columbia. 


During FY 1993, these States received $6,633,956 
in assistance for 79 rew projects. Of the total new 
projects, 30 were State and 49 were 
——— by local units of government. At the 

time, the States expended more than 
$10,593, 109 in previously obligated L&WCF 
funds. 


During the year, 17 projects totaling $3,564,203 
were used to acquire 3,759.4 acres of land for rec- 
reation and open space. An additional 1,583.6 
acres of land were donated to project sponsors and 
used to match ts for the purchase of addition- 
al land, or for t or rehabilitation of ex- 
isting facilities. $280,141 in assistance was ap- 
proved for four new recreation planning projects 
ny py & were 58 development projects totaling 
,101,004. 


The types of facilities constructed included 48 
projects ‘vith support facilities (landscaping, utili- 
ties, walkways, comfort stations), 26 projects with 
sports and playfields (baseball fields, tennis 
courts, playgrounds), ed pe ped with trails (hik- 
ing, biking, exercise), projects with — 
facilities (family sites and group shelters). 
projects involved multiple facility om 


Also in Fiscal Year 1993, 90 projects were final 
billed in the amount of $13,493,040.11. 


MID-ATLANTIC REGION PROJECTS 


FISCAL YEAR 1993 
Delaware 
Project Name Project Sponsor 
Killens Pond Support Facili- Division of Parks & Recrea- 
ues tion 


Delaware cont. 
Project Name 
Fox Point State Park Devel- 


opment 
1995 SCORP Document 


District of Columbia 


Department of Natural Re- 








Manumuskin River Wa- 
Citibank Acauisiti 
Jenny Jump Street Forest 
Additions 
Laurel Hill County Park 
New York 

Project Name 
Harlem Valley Rail Trail 


Dutchess County 
10 





New York cont. 
Project Name 

New York State Planning 
Project 

Ulster Landing County Park 
Town Park Acquisition 
Sunken lMeadow State Park 
Bridge Renovation 

Goat Island Electrical Reno- 
vation 

Great Chazy River Boat 
Launch 

Crab Meadow Beach Nature 
Center 
Village of Akron Rail-Trail 
Weeksville Playground 
Beggs Point Park 

Alden Town Park 

Shaker Environmental Park 


Pennsylvania 
Project Name 


Raccoon Creek State Park 
Kettle Creek State Park 
Dam Rehabilitation 
Murrysville-Kellman Na- 
ture Preserve 
Yellow Creek State Park 


PR. Gallitzin State Park Re- 











Thetford Recreation Area Town of Thetford 

Development 

Williston Community Park Town of Williston 

Virginia 

Project Name Project Sponsor 

Dan Daniel Memorial Park City of Danville 

Ida Lee Park Phase II Town of Leesburg 

Ellanor C. Lawrence Park Fairfax Co. Park Authority 

William Field Recreation Town of Richlands 

Park 

Little Creek Reservoir James City County 

Coolwell Recreation Park Amherst County 

West Virginia 

Project Name Project Sponsor 

Virginia Point Park Im- Greater Huntington Park 

provements and Recreation District 

Morgan Recreation Center Morgan County 

Chief Logan State Park Division of Tourism & 
Parks 

Harris Park Comfort Sta- City of Huntington 

tion 


Highlights of three projects in the Mid-Atlantic 
Region. 


Riverside Park - Thompson, Connecticut 


It is without a doubt that the L& WCF funds creat- 


ing Riverside Park were the catalyst for change 
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in this historically depressed area of Northeastern 
Connecticut. Drastic economic distress caused by 
a 1955 flood and migration of the once thriving 
textile mills to the south have held the Town of 
ae © 6 E> © ee oe Se This 


very important first step towards community de- 
velopment led the way for town residents to 
choose redevelopment over stagnation, as seen in 
the monumental $8 million rehabilitation of ad- 
= mill row housing, the construction of a 
2.2 million Library/Community Center, a 
footbridg e funded by Trans Enhance- 
ment Act (ISTEA) funds, a privately developed 
senior housing complex, and the once abandoned 
1870's mill now coming alive with new tenants. 


Plans are being developed to extend the linear 
park system, to be known as Heritage Way Com- 
munity Park, through new developments north 
along the historic French River. Secretary of the 
Interior Babbitt, Congressmen Sam Gejdenson 
and Bruce Vento have enjoyed canoeing and 
walking in this system this past summer. This 
oe lan for the continuation of reclaiming privately 

Id river frontage is compatible with the Green- 
way Vision project of the Quinebaug-Shetucket 
Heritage Corridor which will hopefully gain na- 
tional status this year. 


Lake George Acquisition - Maine 


Camp Modin served for many years as a private 
boys and girls camp on the shores of Lake 

in south central Maine. It was a tantalizing site 
when glimpsed from the highway passing nearby, 
but the public was never allowed in. Meanwhile, 
the State SCORP had long identified the area as 








needing a regional park for swimming, boating 
and fishing, and picnicking. Unfortunately, even 
if any suitable properties became available, the 
small towns in the region could not afford the 
large initial investment to purchase them, and the 
State could not afford to add any units to its State 


This dilemma was creatively overcome in early 
1993 when Camp Modin came on the market. 
The State Division of Parks and Recreation 

to purchase and hold title to the , which 
includes 205 acres surrounding half the lake and 
over 450 linear feet of beach. A $200,000 
L&WCF grant helped with the $850,000 purchase 
price. The park is being leased to the towns of 
Skowhegan and Canaan and is being managed by 


the State. The park will be operated through user 
fees and donations, without use of State or local 
tax revenues. This beautifu! site is now 

in perpetuity, and Lake George Re was 
ee Se 5, 


Blackstone River Gorge "High Rocks" Acqui- 
sition - Blackstone, Massachusetts 


The Massachusetts oy of Environmental 
- ement (MA DEM) is currently workin 
wi 


Metacomet Land Trust and the L&W 
to secure three Rocks” Gorge in Black 


mately 24 acres at "High Rocks" 
stone, Massachusetts. The 

quisition includes frontage along both the 
east and west banks of the Blackstone Riv- 
er, providing access to the river, an exist- 
ing trail system, and a 102 acre area re- 
cently acquired by the Rhode Island 
Department of Environmental Manage- 
ment (RI DEM). The successful acquisi- 
tion of the Massachusetts will 
put Massachusetts and Rhode Island well 
on the way to creating a bi-State park 
within the y-designated Blackstone 
River Valley National Heritage Corridor. 
This corridor extends from Worcester, 
Massachusetts to Providence, Rhode Is- 
land, and will attract residents from 
Worcester, Boston, Providence, and sever- 
a! municipalities in between. 


The Blackstone River Gorge, known as the 
"High Rocks" gorge, is the essential access 
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will be a 138 acre park along a one 
of the river, straddling the two States. 
area is the centerpiece of the park ~~ 
ink in a 40 mile chain of historic and recrea- 
resource areas within the Heri ~~ 

itself cuts between 100 

is covered with mountain lowel aad tal 
hemlocks. This area is one of the few 
sections of the river that looks as it did 200 years 
ago, before it was hamessed to power the Industri- 
al Revolution 
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entities will work together to ens:re 
parking, signage, well-maintained 
systems, and interpretive programs are pro- 
at “High Rocks” gorge. 
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of these key 
protect and access to the 
cultural features that make the Black- 
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Massachusetts’ heritage. ad- 
valuable linkage within the 
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MIDWEST 





The Midwest Region of the National Park Service 
(NPS) includes 10 States: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Kansas, Michi Minnesota, Missouri, Nebras- 
ka, Ohio, and Wisconsin. In FY 1993, $5,320,723 
was made available to these States through the 
L&WCF. The States received 562 applications 
requesting $45,222,989 in Fund assistance. 
gy cede fh 

total only 15% of the 


The approved applications 
number submitted for funding. Nine of the ap- 
proved applications are State-sponsored; the other 
76 are locally-sponsored. 


The types of facilities that these 85 projects entail 
include outdoor recreation support facilities (70 

projects), trails (43 projects), sports and playfields 
(34 projects), picnic facilities (26 projects), fish- 
ing facilities (7 ), natural areas (7 pro- 


jects), winter sports facilities (5 Projects), pa passive 


outdoor recreation areas (5 projects), boating fa- 
ahd — ; Sanus G project, is 

’ amphi , Visi- 
cor tadeesunili facilities (2 ), stables and 
corrals (2 projects), park (2 ), and 
a ' course, s ing facilities, and 
lake i (1 project ). Most pro- 


jects were for multiple-activity recreation areas. 


The selection of projects for Fund assistance is re- 
lated directly to priorities identified in the State- 
wide ve Outdoor Recreation Plan 
(SCORP) for each State. The trend this year, as in 
the past few years, is the development of close-tc- 
home ou‘door recreation ities. Similar w 


FY 1992, trails, sports playfields, picnic are- 


. on eae © Gu Galen te 


SCORP priorities being addressed by the States. 


In 1992, the NPS's Midwest Regional Office be- 
Oe ee 
1993 awards winners were the Cook Coun 
Forest Preserve District's Wolf Road Prairie in 
linois (Excellence Award), the Green Circle trail 
in County Wisconsin Award 
co-winner), and the Williams Park B alk 
Path in Syracuse, Nebraska (the other co-winner 
of the ip Award). These excellent facili- 
ties, which were aided by L&WCF grants, are 
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highly deserving of national recognition and emu- 
lation. 


this fiscal year, 78 L& WCF projects were 
final billed and funds outlayed during the year to- 
talled $13,014,409. 


MIDWEST REGION PROJECTS 
FISCAL YEAR 1993 
Dlinois 
Project Name Project Sponsor 
Watershed Nature Center City of Edwardsville 
Buffalo Creek Trails Lake County Forest Pre- 
serve District 
vation District 
Willow Trails Park River Trails Park District 
Indiana 
Project N Project § 
Hobart Lakefront Develop- Hobart Park Board 
ment Phase II 
DfJackson Creek Park Monroe County Parks 
Pioneer Park Improvement Mooresville Park Board 
and Expansion 
and Development 
D/Flowing Well Park Carmel/Clay TWP Park 
Board 
Celery Bog West Lafayette Park Board 
Prairie-Duneland Trail Cor Portage Park Board 
ridor 
D/Pigeon Creek Greenway Evansville Park Board 
F.D. Schurz Environmental St. Joseph County Park 
Education Center Phase II Board 
Iowa 
Project Name Project Sponsor 
North Ridge Park City of Coralville 
Bedford Ballfield Complex City of Bedford 
Afton Recreation Complex City of Afton 
Kansas 
Project Name Project Sponsor 
D/Golf Course Land A/D City of Satanta 














Village of Lake Orion 
Township of Williams 


City of Troy 
City of Manistee 


City of East Grand Rapids 


City of Cadillac 
City of Rockford 


Village of Calumet 


Township of Briley 
Township of Thetford 


City of Ironwood 
City of Wakefield 
Village of Ontonagon 
Township of Cascade 


City of West Branch 
Village of Elkton 
City of Cedar Springs 


Project Sponsor 


Dept. of Natural Resources 
Dept. of Natural Resources 
Dept. of Natural Resources 
Dept. of Natural Resources 


Dept. of Natural Resources 
Dept. of Natural Resources 
City of Inver Grove HTS 
City of St. Cloud 

City of Sandstone 
City of Randall 





Minnesota cont. 
Project Name 
Silver View Park Trail 


Rasmussen Woods Trail 
Engelstad Park 


Missouri 





Game & Parks Com. 
Game & Parks Com. 
City of Aurora 
City of Beatrice 
City of Cozad 

City of Crawford 
City of Fremont 
City of Plainview 


City of Scousbluff 
City of Wahoo 


City of South Sious City 


Game & Parks Com. 




















MOrty £ 


iscal year 1993 | 
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Project Name Project Sponsor 
SOUTHEAST 

Andalusia Sof:>all Com- City of Andalusia 

Satie City of Auburn 


bama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, Kile» Park Addition Town of Killen 

North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee, as _‘ Riverfront Park-Phase IV City of Sheffield 

well as the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and the Jemison Town Park City of Jemison 
Territory of the Virgin Islands. During Fiscal Red Bay Pool Rehab. City of Red Bay 

Year 1993, these States $4,445,363 for Lagarde Park-Phase IV City of Anniston 

92 new projects and another $397,515 for amend- Alabama SCORP 1996- AL Dept. of Economic & 
ments to increase the funding for 18 existing pro- 2999 Community Affairs 





a eS oe — This 
an in 
oer FY 1992 when 826% of monies avilable ect Name Project Sponsor 
were obli Of the 92 new funded, 
78 were y sponsored (cities and counties) Waterfront Development City of Titusville 
and 14 were State-sponsored projects Project 
J. Lee Vause Park Leon County 
New development cr vuvhelde PS Wells Park City of Melbourne 
areas, g Sombrero Beach/S Monroe County 
yap hd ape heg mney Improved access for i. pay City of New Port Richey 
the disabled also been an important feature of Lakeshore Park City of Miramar 
pa Veterans Park City of Callaway 
There were 10 projects involving land acquisition, McKenzie Park City of Panama City 
totalling 6,507.9 acres. The total acquisition as- Bicentennial & Sportman's Town of Lantana 
sistance was $701,761. Park 
Riverside Park City of New Symrna Beach 
Total billings rey the ne amounted to Hidden Pines Park City of Coral Springs 
$2,618,705 of which $1,552,651 were final bill- Kennedy Point Park Brevard County 
ings on 88 completed Funds outlayed Medan Park Wakulla County 
during the year totalled $10,529,033. Gretna Recreation Project City of Grema 
SOUTHEAST REGION PROJECTS a atten 
FISCAL YEAR 1993 Georgia 
Ale Project Ni p S 
Project Name Project Sponsor Tillotson Sports Complex _—_iity of Menlo 
Adairsville Recreation City of Adairsville 
Williams & Owens Forge Tannehill Furnace & Foun- Area 
Site dry Co. North Park City of Alpharetta 
Heflin Smith's Spon Com- Town of Kinston Bowman Community Park City of Bowman 
plex Bogart Community Park Oconee County 
Notasulga Town Park Town of Notasulga South Forsyth Park Forsyth County 
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El Faro Historic & Rec Pk 
Pozo Hondo Recreational 
Park 

La Campina Rec Facilities 
Improvements 

Cienaga Baseball Pk 
Lighung 

Camuy Arriba Baseball 
Park 


South Carolina 


Vincent Mason Coral Resort 
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Highlights of three projects in the Southeast Re- James Island Bike Trail - South Carolina 
gion that were completed in fiscal year 1993. 


Winfield Nature Trail - Alabama miles from downtown Cherleston on the Stono 


On September 26, 1991, the City of Winfield was _ proved for the development of picnic areas, sports 
awarded a L&WCF grant in the amount of fields, playfields, and facilities at Charles- 
$36,239.50 for the purpose of acquiring 10 acres ton County Park. In 1990, another L&WCF grant 
of land and developing a 1,300 foot nature traii of 


The decision to build the trail came in response to _— ground, park offices, conference center, and other 
a petition drive by local residents who recognized _ park facilities. All facilities have been completed 
that a trail was needed to accommodate the health and are well used and maintained. 

and recreational concerns of senior and handi- 
capped individuals. Interest in the trail extended 
beyond the city's boundaries to include residents 
from three census divisions totaling 8,158 people. 
As an added benefit, the trail now serves as an 
outdoor environmental classroom for students and 
adults alike. 


Winfield's rate of unemployment was nearly dou- 
ble the State's average in 1991 when it was 10.75 
percent. Capital projects, such as the trail would 
not have been possible without assistance from 
the State-side of the L& WCF. 





Brian Doyle Park Improvements - Kentucky 


This project was July 31, 1991, with an 
expiration date of uly 31, 1993, for the Federal 
share of $22,281.82. It was sponsored by the City 


of Cave City. beagh = nal gy for the renova- 
tion of a group ter picnic areas, baseball/ 
softball fields, tot lot, tennis courts, and parking. 
The city is making improvements to two existing 
SS ee a T-Ball field. This 
project is located off Highway 70, 10 miles north- 
west from Glasgow 29 miles northeast from 
Bowling Green. 
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planning projects. $246,578.15 was committed 

to amendments for 14 projects. 

Also during the year, 66 L&WCF were 

final billed and the total amount of outlayed 

was $7,843,558.52. 
SOUTHWEST REGION PROJECTS 

FISCAL YEAR 1993 

Arkansas 

Project Name Project Sponsor 

Baker Prairie/Natural Heri- Natural Heritage Commis- 

tage sion 

Walnut Ridge Land Acqui- City of Walnut Ridge 

sition 

SCORP AR Dept. of Parks & Tour. 

Sidney City Park City of Sidney 

Nashville City of Nashville 

Bono City Park City of Bono 

Moro Bay State Park Arkansas State Parks 

Scranton City Park City of Scranton 

Bald Knob City Park City of Bald Knob 

Gully Park City of Fayetteville 

Rose Bud City Park City of Rose Bud 














Project Name Project Sponsor 
Randleu Park Improve- City of Anadarko 
ments 





Texas The project participants for the park rep- 
resent a between Texas 

Project Name Project Sponsor 

Presidio Daly Park City of Presidio 

Government Canyon State Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Park Department 





Highlights of three projects in the Southwest Re- 
gion . 











arpa grab bars and wheelchair transfer points pro- 
vide friendly access to the equipment. Some activ- 
ity stations allow ground level play experiences 
and other offer tactile activities suitable for both 
visual and non-visual use. Although no play- 

is accident proof, a combination of design 
catures and surfacing materials minimize the 
chance of injury. 


Storrie Lake State Park is situated near the boun- 
dary that separates two great geographic provinc- 


southemmost range of the Rockies, and to the east 
are the Great Plains, covering thousands of square 
miles of west-central United States. The park, 
which was dedicated in 1960, is situated on 82 
acres at 6,430 feet elevation. The lake contains 


approximately 1,100 surface acres of water is 
well known for its year-round fishing for rainbow 


are excellent for sailing and windsurfing due to 
steady breezes most of the summer. Waterskiing 
is also popular at the lake. 


ee Oe ee oe eee 
areas, with more than 200 tes 


tract lake-side campers. Get stations with 
showers, nature trails, dump stations, play- 


tor center contains interpretive exhibits on the ge- 
ology, history, and ecology of the area. 
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ROCKY Project Name Project Sponsor 
MOUNTAIN nn. eee 
Kalispell Lawrence Park City of Kalispell 
Bozeman Burke Park City of Bozeman 
Beavertail Hill State Park State of Montana 
Lake Elmo State Park State of Montana 
of Colorado, Montana, Dakota, South Da- 
a Se Se See youtter North Dakota 
’ States . > in . . 
L&WCF assistance for 37 new projects. Of these Project Name Project Sponsor 
new projects, seven were State sponsored and 30 
were sponsored by local units of government. Garrison Skating Rink Garnson Park Distinct 
the fiscal year, L&WCF dollars totalling ; 
$1,62 164.39 were used on 36 projects for new Dickinson Playground Dickinson Park District 
or existing facil- ee 
a + pce ey for $56.475 was ap. ©#8tForks Sunbeam Trail Grant Forks Park District 
proved for acquisition of 40.3 acres. ‘The States  Killdeer Golf Cours pn Aerheeneeg 
also received $635,537.95 for 38 amendments to Wahpeton Chahinkapa Wahpeton Park Bd. 
grants approved in previous years. Park Improvements 


Also during the year, 47 L&WCF projects were Land 
final billed and funds outiayed totalled 





$3,475,896. S I 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION PROJECTS | 
FISCAL YEAR 1993 Project Name Project Sponsor 
Mobndge Lakefront Bike City of Mobridge 
Colorado Trail 
— City of Rapid City 
| Doland Playground Equip- City of Doland 
Lori O ment 
meter City of Ridgway —— City of Custer 
Pearson & Lancaster Park City of Ft. Lupton And — City of 
provement 
ane eee Te bye Inpvene Cy of Te 
Stanley Park Estes Valley Recreation & Lewis & Clark Camp- State of South Dakota 
Park Diewict ground Development 
North Sterling Reservoir State of Colorado Wildflower Park City of Sandy 
State Park Utah 
Montana 
Project Name Project Sponsor 
Project Name Project Sponsor — Cwdtem 
Pictograph Caves State State of Montana Manila Park City of Pleasant Grove 











Vernal City-Uintah County Uintah County 
Park 

River Heighss Park City of River Heights 
Wyoming 

Proiect Nam Proiect S 
Goshen County Fairground § Goshen County 
Laramie County Dry Creek §_ Laramie County 
Park 

Crossroads West Park/ Sweetwater County 
Trapclub 

Shoshoni-School Recrea- Fremont County School 
uon Dist. 24 


Highlights of one project in the Rocky Mountain 
Region . 


Custer 
ter, South 


This project involves $25,665 in L&WCF assis- 
tance to the City of Custer to a three-mile 
ee eee on of Custer. 
This segment of trail will link with a 104 mile 


Parkway and Trail Project, Cus- 














“% 
WESTERN 


The Western Region includes the States of Arizo- 
na, California, Hawaii, and Nevada; the Territo- 
ries of American Samoa and Guam; and the Com- 
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 
During Fiscal Year 1993, these jurisdictions re- 
ceived $3,080,047 in assistance for 29 new pro- 
jects. Of the total new proj 8 were state- 
sponsored and 21 involved local units of govern- 
ment. 


During the year, there were 96 ——- for al- 
most $15.73 million in grants. jects totalling 
$1,410,823 in assistance were for the 
acquisition of 3501.4 acres of for future de- 
t of mixed facilities such as: sports and 
playfields, support facilities, hunting, picnic areas, 
Campgrounds, natural areas, fishing access, public 
access to beaches and trails development; a total 
of $1,591,692 in assistance was used for new de- 
velopment or rehabilitation of existing facilities; 
and $77,532 in assistance was for one 
planning project. Most development projects in- 
volved several facilities. Of 24 development pro- 
jects, support facilities (landscaping, mm 
lighting etc.) were present in 14 
areas in 12 projects; sports and ; (base. 
ball ball fields, tennis courts, playgrounds etc.) in 6 
projects; trails in 7 projects; in 3 
projects and natural areas in 3 projects. Addition- 
ally, $69,000 was committed to amendments for 
three projects. 


During the year ar phe! oy by uaa 


funds outlayed totalled $7,842,280. 
WESTERN REGION PROJECTS 
FISCAL YEAR 1993 
Arizona 
Project Name Project Sponsor 
Buffalo Ridge Pk Improv City of Phoenix 
Taylor Park Project Town of Taylor 
Picacho Peak State Park Arizona State Parks 
East Flagstaff Youth City of Flagstaff 
Sports Complex 
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City of Pico Rivera 

City of Bakersfield 

East Bay Regional Park 
District 

City of Modesto 
City of Turlock 
Sunrise Rec & Pk District 
City of Danville 
City of Davis 

Elk Grove Community Ser 
Dist. 

City of San Diego 

City of Culver City 


County of Riverside 

City of Buenaventura 

City of Encinitass 
County of Los Angeles 
Wildlife Conservation 
Board 
California Dept. of Parks & 
Recreation 
California Dept. of Parks & 
Recreation 
California Dept. of Parks & 
Recreation 


Project Sponsor 


Dept. of Parks and Rec. 


CNMI Dept. of Natural Res. 








Highlights of two projects in the Western Region . 


Rancho Jurupa Park Development - 
Riverside County, California 


Rancho Jurupa Park Development cur- 
rently offers fishing, day use, small and 
large group picnicking, and individual 
and group overnight camping. A Fed- 
eral Land and Water Conservation 
Fund grant of $133,000 will further de- 
velop the 10 acre group camping area 
in the existing 210 acre Rancho Jurupa 
Park. With this grant, the County of 
Riverside will be able to exhance the 
development with _landscaping/ 
irrigation, lighting, road i ements, 
shade shelters, and picnic facilities. A 
major portion of this project is installa- 
tion of a restroom, which will serve 
both campers and picnickers. The park 
is located on Rio Road in Riverside 
County, west of the Santa Ana River. 
The county is expecting an increase in 
_— to 1,693,512 by the year 
2000. 








Kawailoa Beach Park Acquisition - 
Oahu Hawaii 


Kawailoa Beach Park Acquisition is 
one of the most popular surfing areas 
in Oahu. A L&WCF grant of 
$538,720 will assist in the acquisition 
— 1 of land comprising 0.39 
land will be subsequently 
developed as & county park providing 
outdoor recreation 
When developed, Ka Beach 
Park will offer much seated 9 picnic ar- 
eas and water oriented recreational op- 
portunities to all island residents and 
visitors alike. The park is located on 
the north shore, Waialua District, Is- 
land of Oahu. 








The Pacific Northwest Region includes the States 
of Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington. Dur- 
ing Fiscal Year 1993, the States i 


ligation of $64,070.00 in Federal assistance. For- 
ty-four reimbursements totaling $1,887,125.80 
were made during this fiscal year. Ten previously 


approved projects were leted and closed this 
year resulting in $169,111.81 of these expendi- 
tures. 

During the year, one acquisition project, totaling 


$725,000.00 in Federal assistance, was approved 


outdoor recreation A total of 
$588,811.13 in Reded ekisunee was directed to 
9 projects for new ee or rehabilitation 
habilitatet included family and group shelter ple 
i inc y group shelter 
nic areas; sports and playfields (baseball, cs. 
ball, outdoor skating rink, and playgrounds); 
campground facilities; and support facilines (land- 
scaping, utilities, walkways and comfort stations). 
Statewide ive outdoor recreation plan- 
ning (SCORP) efforts continued in each State. 


Also during the year, 
final billed and funds outlayed 
$2,706,959. 


12 L&WCF projects were 
totalled 


PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGION 
PROJECTS 
FISCAL YEAR 1993 


Thorne Bay Community City of Thorne Bay 


Project Name Project Sponsor 

Fort Stevens UtiJixy Build- Oregon State Parks & Rec- 
reation Department 

Beverly Beach State Park Oregon State Parks & Rec- 

Juniper Hills Park Dev Jefferson County 

Winberry Park Restroom Lane County 

Addition 

Ventura Park Playground City of Portland 

Pioneer Park/Neitling Park City of Stayton 

Development 

1993 SCORP Oregon State Park & Rec- 
reation Department 

Farewell Bend State Park Oregon State Park & Rec- 

Camp reation Department 

Washington 

Project Name Project Sponsor 

Bear/Evans Creek Trail City of Redmond 


se of one project in the Pacific Northwest 
egion 


Ramsey Community Park - Coeur d'Alene - 
Idaho 


in fiscal year 1993, Ramsey Park is a 
newly multi-purpose facility in the 
northern section of the city of Coeur d'Alene. 
Adjacent to a residential subdivision and easily 
accessed from several main arterial roads, the site 


was identified by the city in its long range park 
plan as a high priority to its size, location, 
and the need to alleviate the pressure on existing 
parks in the city. Also, the northern area of the 
city has e an increase in population 
and did not a developed park. 

The park was y envisioned as a 10 acre 
multi ity. jy» Rath andl 
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Interstate Asphalt and Concrete properties are 
y over an old landfill that has been closed 
nearly 20 years. The uniqueness of this pro- 
ject is that two public agencies and a private 
company came together to develop a 29 acre 
park that will become the largest active use facil- 
ity in the region. 


Through public hearings in 1987 concerning the 
Coeur d'Alene Parks’ long range plan, the num- 
ber one outdoor recreation need identified in the 
area was sports/playfields, followed by play- 
grounds, picnic areas, court games, and bicycle 
_ In addition, the city received a high num- 

of requests for group picnic shelters, facility 
picnic sites, and court games. Ramsey Park pro- 


vides a combination baseball/soccer field, a play- 
ee 


picnic shelter and individu- 
al picnic sis.” support facilities for the 


Land and Water Conservation Fund assistance for 
the park totalled $175,000. The park wus dedicat- 
ed on September 23, 1993, and a check was pre- 
sented to the city symbolizing the vital role the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund played in its 
development. 
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3,728,454 in assistance went unfund- 
in Year 1993 (see Appendix 5). Pro- 
acquisitions of valuable natural resources 
are facing the imminent threat of development 
due to unavailable resources to fund projects. The 
impacts, in some cases, are severe and cannot be 
reversed. The acquisition and development of 
park and recreation areas often serve as the focal 
int (stimulus) for a much larger and compre- 

ive objective of economic /community revi 


: 


i 


Level of Competition 


in FY 1993 


$29 million funded- 


Y; 
g 
Y 
L 


L__,_ $412 million requested -—J 





and as growth continues, so will the demand for 
areas to accommodate a variety of 





Projects not funded in fiscal year 1993. 


Howe Farm Acquisition - Washington 


outside the Port Orchard city limits. Located 
along Highway 160, and near several subdivi- 
sions, the farm is at the edge of a highly populat- 
ed area characterized by strip development, apart- 
ments, and dense single family housing. 


volved an acquisition of 716.74 
acres. Without the L&WCF grant, the State of 
California (Monterey County) will not have the 
opportunity to acquire lands for future develop- 
ment for picnic areas, fishing, trails, 


sede gro the U. S. forest Service's Ventana 
i ss Area. This project proposal is an ex- 
cellent use of L&WCF monies since 716.74 acres 








could have been acquired for a Federal share of 
$568,466 which is significantly less than 50% of 
the total cost of $4,100,000. 


Albion Heights Park Acquisition -Washington 


Albion Heights Park, located three miles south- 
west of downtown Spokane, is in the center of a 
fast-growing area of new housing developments. 
The surrounding community caters mostly to fam- 
ilies with children but is without a park. An ac- 
tive neighborhood of approximately 3,100 resi- 
dents has acquisition and 
development for more than five years. Given the 
large number of families and the lack of neighbor- 
hood park facilities, acquisition of this 5.65 acre 
park site would have been ideal. 


This park would have played a critical role in 
meeting the needs of Spokane's rapidly growing 
housing market (currently the fourth fastest in the 
United States). With no neighborhood park, ball 
games, frisbee tossing, child's play, and other ac- 
tive recreational activities are forced into the busy 
streets. The acquisition of Albion Heights Park 
would have provided space for a safe playground, 
a picnic shelter, ball fields, and an open space for 
families to pursue recreational opportunities. 


With approximaiely 4 acres of flat surface and 1.5 
acres of slope, the site is well suited to active and 
passive recreation. No other of this size 
is available for a neighborhood park in Albion 
Heights. There is no doubt that Albion Heights 
Park would have been the focal point of the neigh- 
borhood. Access to this parcel is available from 
the north, east, and west; and a major housing de- 
velopment is planned on the south bluff overlook- 
ing the . The roads and paths near the site 
are heavily travelled, and visibility is excellent 
from all directions. The site was chosen and ap- 
proved by the Albion Heights neighborhood 


grou ae hy Department staff, and the 


The neighborhood group helped research some of 
the acquisition elements with Spokane Park and 
city staff, and volunteered time and materials to 
help clear and clean the park. Neighborhood 
group members pledged their support for the fu- 
ture of Albion Heights Park development, includ- 
ing donations of landscape architectural services, 
heavy equipment, and workers’ time. 





Westside Recreational Park - Georgia 


The City of Broxton proposed park construction 
on 7.16+ acres of donated to the City by 
the County School Board. Development was to 
include a baseball/softball field, tennis court, mul- 
ti-use court, picnic area, playground, walking/ 
exercise trail, parking and related support facili- 
ties. This project could not be funded due to in- 
sufficient L& WCF allocation to Georgia. 


The one existing lighted ballfield and concession/ 
restroom building is located across town and is 
the sum total of the City's recreation facilities. 
This proposal was designed to benefit an area that 
is not being adequately served. Not only would 
this park provide baseball/softball facilities within 
walking distance of the targeted service area (in- 
cluding a large number of youth and predominate- 
ly low income), but would also provide other fa- 
cilities for the entire community which are not 
currently available. 





Development Project - Aberdeen, Mississippi 


During the FY 1992 funding cycle, the city of 
Aberdeen requested Federal assistance in the 
amount of $150,000 to build a sports complex that 
would include solftball/baseball fields, concession 
stand, soccer, and football fields. Due to the lim- 
ited amount of L&WCF funds received for FY 
1992, the city of Aberdeen did not receive a grant. 
If the grant had been awarded to the city, they 
would have had the opportunity to host softball 
and baseball games and tournaments with teams 
throughout the State of Mississippi, offer local in- 
dustry an ideal facility to enhance the leisure time 
of its employees, provide the local youth and adult 














facilities to play softball, baseball, basketball, ten- 
ties, therefore, enhancing their quality of life. 


Glenwood Springs, Colorado 


The City of Glenwood Springs applied for 
L&WCF assistance in the amount of $50,000 to 
acquire approximately eight acres of property 
along the east bank of the Roaring Fork River, ap- 
proximately three-quarters of a mile upstream 
from the confluence of the Roaring Fork and Col- 
orado Rivers. Planned use for the property was 
for trails and open space. It is adjacent to a par- 
cel already owned by the City, and together, the 
two properties would have been a significant ad- 
dition to the City's trails and open space park pro- 


gram. 


In 1990, the Glenwood Springs City Council ap- 
pointed a River Advisory Committee whose task 
was to generate ideas concerning the management 
and use of the Glenwood Springs’ river corridors. 


Two of the important recommendations were: 


1. Develop a river trail along the Roaring Fork 
and Colorado River corridors. 


2. limventory and identify river corridor proper- 
ties for public acquisition and recreational use. 


A trail has been constructed along the Roaring 
Fork River as far as property allows 
and acquisition of this parcel would trail 
construction to continue, as well as have an open 
space park for the trail to pass through. The vast 


majority of the land along the Roaring Fork Riv- 
er is privately-owned and increasing pressure 
from developers makes it much harder to acquire 
property for trails and park use. 














STATE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION 


Section 6(f)(7) of the L&WCF encourages States to express their concerns and 
recommendations that could lead to improvements for the operation of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund program. Following are summations of the 
substantive recommendations received from the States that would require 
legislative action to implement. 


Funding 


Issues raised by the States relate to insufficient moneys being made available to meet 
the burgeoning recreation needs, inequities between the appropriation levels for the 
Federal and State purposes of the Act, and the lack of stability in the amount of 
moneys made available annually. 


L&WCEF appropriation levels for the L&WCF State grants program peaked in fiscal 
year 1979 when $369,790,000 was appropriated (see Appendix Table 1). A steady 
decline in the funding levels occured since then and most dramatically starting in 
with fiscal year 1981. No funds were appropriated in fiscal year 1982 with the levels 


reaching a plateau of approximately $20 to 25 million over the past several years. 


Originally, the Act provided for a 60-40 percent split in the appropriation levels 
between the State and Federal programs. An amendment to the Act in 1976 changed 
the mandated funding level such that no less than 40 percent of an appropriation 
was to be made available for the Federal program. The legislative history on this 
amendment, however, made it very clear that it was the intent of the Congress to 
continue the 60/40 split among the State and Federal programs. Deviations from 


the Congressional intent began becoming readily apparent starting with fiscal year 
1982. 


Excerpts taken from selected State annual L&WCF report submissions follow: 


"Washington State's most significant concern with LWCF is the low level of 
funding. We identified over $60 million of qualified outdoor recreation 

seeking . Many would be LWCF-eligible. Unfortunately, the LWCF funding 
was able to assist with only one portion of one of those eligible projects, or, 1% of 
requests. The continuing failure of the federal government to be an active 

in financing needed recreational facilities, particularly in populated areas, is most 


distressing. 


“For this reason, Washington State supports efforts to restructure the LWCF, as long 
as people-oriented recreation facilities remain a major focus of the program. Any 
restructured program should also include a broad-based oversight board or national 
commission. Barring major program revision, Washington State would urge the 
Congress to provide adequate funding for at least two or three significant completed 
projects in each state." WASHINGTON 
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“Funding is a major problem for the LWCF program. This is partly based on the lack 
of knowledge by Congressional members about the LWCF program. Procedures 
could be established whereby Congressional members are made aware of LWCF 
recommended projects in their home districts that will be funded, if funds are 
provided the appropriations process. For example, each state could 
establish a priority list of recommended projects for submittal to NPS prior to the 
Congressional budget deliberations. 


NPS could submit states’ projects to the budget committees for review by 
Congressional members during the appropriations process. Funding sources for the 
LWCF program should be reconsidered. It should have mutliple dedicated funding 
sources. Continuation of the existing source is recommended. However, more 
than one source is desired because a down turn in the economy may not affect all 
sources. There could be a tax on certain recreation equipment, building supplies, 
pesticides, entertainment (i.e., sporting events, concerts, theaters, etc.) or foreign 
imports. There could be a national bed tax.” FLORIDA 


"The Land and Water Conservation Fund State Side funding is languishing. The 
once-powerful partnership program is merely a shell of its former self. Annual 
apportionments of States are less than one-tenth of the needed amount based on 


program inquiries and applications received. 


State and local acquisitions and developments are the backbone of outdoor 
recreation, helping to acquaint people from all ages to lifetime outdoor pursuits. 
This backbone is weakened by the failure of the grant program to keep up with 
changing public needs such as greenways and urban trails that the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund is well suited to accomodate. The state side simply needs more 
money and renewed commitment from the Dept. of the Interior. 


At present levels of funding, Maine has instituted a $50,000 cap on local grants, 
to spread the money around somewhat. In addition, school-related projects 
and projects over $100,000 in total cost received as little as 25% federal share. 
totalling over $200,000 are not accepted because State administrators do not 


Projects 
want the fund to be an insignificant portion of a large project. 


The number and dollar amount of grant requests reported under Part II of this 
report are a tiny part of the actual need at both State and local levels. There have 
been numerous inquiries for large local and State projects that exceeded the 
maximum amount, including those that would have acquired prime 
recrea lands, replaced outmoded facilities, or developed new parks and 
recreation areas." MAINE 


"The Congress should consider a more equitable distribution of L&:WCF 

between Federal Agencies and the States. A long-term solution would be to amend 
the L&WCF Act to require that at least 50 percent of available L&WCF funds be 
allocated to the States. While this is less than called for in the original L4&¢WCF Act, 
it still would provide the level of funding needed to begin to meet the nation's 
outdoor recreation needs." MINNESOTA 
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should determine the immediate outdoor recreation facility needs of 
local units of government and, based on these needs, provide sufficient L&WCF 
funding to help meet them. As L&WCF moneys are reserved to the Fund, the 
minimizing of the “State-side” needs merely postpones the use of money where it is 
most needed. The 1992 L&WCF apportionment to Ohio funded only 6 percent of 


the locally sponsored project proposals submitted to the State." OHIO 


“Missouri DNR holds that there is a need to ensure a stable source of L&WCF 
funding through a dedicated trust fund or some other method. Following the 
creation of the L&WCF in 1965, these grants have been an important driving force 
in land acquisition and facility development for outdoor recreation. However, the 
funding has fluctuated from year-to-year and has dwindled to nearly insignificant 
amounts since 1982. Such trends in funding have made it difficult to plan 
appropriately for distribution of the L&WCF moneys and for allocation to local park 
and recreation projects. Considering the positive impact of the L&WCF on the 
quality of life of the average American citizen, the funding source should be 
stabilized. A dedicated trust fund, Missouri believes, would assure such funding 
stability." MISSOURI 


"The inadequacy and uncertainty of funding for the L&WCF program continues to 
be a major administrative problem at the State level. Many potential project 

have become discouraged and no longer participate in the program 
although they have important recreation needs in their communities that go 
unfilled. 


While funding levels have declined, compliance requirements continue not only 
for current projects but for projects funded in years past. It has become increasingly 
difficult to maintain adequate staff to administer current projects, assure compliance 
on prior projects and to maintain the SCORP. 


With uncertainty about funding from year to year, it is impossible to make 
commitments to major projects which in the past could have been funded over 
several years. Land acquisitions, which continue to be of great importance in many 
areas and which was a major objective of the original LaWCF program, is difficult 
because of the high cost of land and there is no assurance that adequate funding will 
be available to develop the property within a reasonable period of time. 


While the program may never be funded as it was in the last 1970's, it is important 


that a reasonable level of funding be maintained ether 
administered and which year to year apportionments may y be relied 
upon.” UTAH 

Eligible Costs 


State recommendations ranged from changing the matching formula to covering 
the direct costs of program administration and the preparation of real estate 

to making allowances for participation by the private sector. In addition, 
n. any States believe that Native American Tribes be treated in the same vein 
as the territories currently are. 


x 








Specifics of some of the related recommendations received irom the States follow: 
- LWCF Matching Formula 


"The LWCF program's matching formula should be revised. For those small urban 
and rural communities that have limited financial resources, there should not be a 
match required up to a certain funding level. In Florida, the matching requirement 
is one reason why smaller population local governmeits do not actively participate 
in the L&WCF program, thereby concealing the actual demand for outdoor 
recreation funding.” FLORIDA 


- Administrative Grants 


“It has become apparent that the current benefits received from the L&WCF 
program do not greatly exceed costs associated with the program.......” 


“Authorize State “program administration” as eligible for direct grant assistance, as 
is allowed under other Federal grant programs. The current indirect cost procedure 
does not adequately assist the Illinois DOC in recovering its actual administrative 


costs for either new grants or its compliance responsibilities for existing L&WCF 
projects.” ILLINOIS 


"The present L&WCF indirect cost rate for the States is an administrative problem 
in that the costs are tied directly to requests for reimbursement on a project-by- 
project basis. Section 6(e) of the Act should be amended to allow States to cover 
administrative expenses through a single yearly grant. This change would enable 
the same levels of assistance to be claimed while reducing the excessive amount of 


record keeping and paperwork currently required of the States.” OHIO 
- Appraisal Costs 


“Authorize appraisal costs as eligible for cost sharing (as are relocation costs) for 
acquisition It would seem a case for such action would be made given that 
architectural and engineering costs associated with | &WCF development 

are eligible for cost sharing. This is of special significance for local units of 
government assistance for small acquisition projects. For a recent 
L&WCF project, the appraisal cost was $500 for a $5,000 acquisition.” ILLINOIS 


- Private Sector Participation 


"NPS should review L&WCF acquisition and development policies to consider 
revisions to more accurately reflect the growing trend in public/private partnerships 
and greenway development. Current literature indicates that public use of private 
lands, private development on public lands, and cooperative public/private 
developments are “hot” trends in park and recreation management. Present 
L&WCF acquisition and development regulations tend to discourage--rather than 
facilitate—such cooperative ventures." MISSOURI 








- Native American Tribes 


“Another situation that should be resolved is the problem of states administering 
the L&WCF grant program on American Indian Reservations where the legal 
authority of the state has been and continues to be questioned. States are finding it 

y difficult to enforce provisions of the L&WCF Grants Manual. One 
solution would be for the NPS to implement special provisions to deal dire.--.y with 
Native American tribes." SOUTH DAKOTA 


Conversions 


Several States are seeking relief from Section 6(f)(3) of the Act, as amended. Section 
6(f)(3) currently reads, inpart, as follows: 


"No property acquired or developed with assistance under this section shall, 
without the approval of the Secretary, be converted to other than public outdoor 
recreation uses. The Secretary shall approve such conversion only if he finds it to be 
in accord with the then existing comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan 
and only upon such conditions as he deems necessary to assure the substitution of 
other recreation properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably 
equivalent usefulness and location." 


The Secretary, through the National Park Service, has interpreted the spirit 
and intent of this Section of the Act literally. Provisions are in place that recognize 
these non-traditional recreation uses that are supportive and, in fact, do enhance 
public outdoor recreation opportunities as a non-conversion. 


Some of the specifics of selected State recommendations follow: 


"Small conversions-in-use are very costly to administer. They usually do —e result 
in significant negative impacts to the L&WCF-assisted sites. In man oy Ape 

administrative costs of carrying out compliance with section 6(f)(3) far ab A the 
recreational benefits that are derived from the conversion process. The greatest 
impacts financially are at the local level and--collectively in Nebraska--these costs 
exceed the value of the replacement land due to the small size of most of the 
conversions-in-use. 


The L&WCF Act should be amended to allow the project sponsor to develop, at the 
site of the conversion or at another of its outdoor recreation sites, outdoor 
recreation facilities the cost of which is at least equal to the value of the conversion- 
in-use. Small conversions could be defined on a sliding scale similar to that used 
for the programmatic section 4(f) statements. In view of the stressed condition of 
most L&WCF project sponsors in Nebraska, this proposal is a reasonable alternative 
to the expenditure of staff time ard money in the obtaining of appraisal reports and 
in acquiring replacement land. Such a change in the L&WCF Act also could create a 
re positive image of the L&WCF program at the local level in the State. The 
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission also recomrnends that the L&WCF Act be 
amended to exempt from the section 6(f)(3) conversion requirements actions that 
have no significant impact on the L&WCF site's public use or nature." NEBRASKA 
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"Separation of acquisition projects from development projects with regard to “in 
perpetuity” requirements. Illinois currently has an L&WCF inventory of 819 
projects, of which approximately one-half are development projects. The 
inspection, in reporting, and coordination efforts for these development 

some of which involve no more than adding a few picnic tables to a small park-- 
have become burdensome. This suggested change would allow scarce compliance 
resources to be focused on recent development projects and on acquisiiton projects 
where L&WCF perpetuity requirements are warranted. 


For non-L&WCF grant programs, the Illinois DOC sets a reasonable life span- 
amortization period for State-funded development projects, after which State 
involvement ceases. Although State oversight ceases for those projects, most of the 
sites will continue to be used for public outdoor recreation. Without similar relief, 
the L&WCF program threatens to become an audit-driven rather than goal-driven 
program.” ILLINOIS 


“Administering section 6(f)(3) compliance continues to be difficult for Wisconsin. 
The L&WCF program has established, as was intended when the Act was passed by 
the Congress in 1965, a legacy of public outdoor recreation sites throughout America. 
No one can deny the importance of protecting this legacy, and Wisconsin fully 
supports the intentions of section 6(f)(3). However, it is becoming y 
difficult to comply with the L&WCF program's conversion-in-use requirements due 
to the growing number of convei-ions. 


Major threats to the public investment in outdoor recreation sites must be guarded 
against, but States should be afforded some flexibility in resolving conversions that 
have no impact on the L&WCF-assisted site's recreational resources. Street 
improvements, curb and gutter replacements, sidewalks, and other similar 
encroachments often result in a very small taking of L&WCF-assisted sites. These 
minor takings are viewed as conversions, even though their net impact to the 
recreational resources of the site usually is positive. 


Often, these minor conversions result in an improvement to the L&WCF-assisted 
site by improving the aesthetics and/or access to the site. Yet, these improvements 
go unrecognized as far as the "L&WCF Grants-in-Aid Manual” is concerned and the 
State must go through the lengthy administrative process mandated by the manual. 
It would be helpful if the States could be afforded some flexibility in this process 
when dealing with minor or insignificant conversions.". WISCONSIN 


Scope 


One of the States is interested in seeing that the scope of functions eliyible for cost 
sharing is substantially broadened. The State also recommended support of 

funding for the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery (UPARR) financial assistance 
program and short of that consideration should be given to combining UPARR with 
L&WCF. The recommendation of the State of Florida follows: 


"The LWCF program should be reinvented to broaden its scope and better assist in 
addressing today's recreational and social needs. It should address indoor 
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recreational opportunities, as well as outdoor recreation opportunities. It should 
assist in alleviating many of America's social issues, now and in the immediate 
future. Most importantly, it should be innovative, instead of continuing a purpose 
may be outdated and is championed by interest groups to fulfill perceived needs. 
The program, or a form of it, should continue to address all geographical areas of 
America-urban, suburban, inner-city and rural and all ethnic population groups. In 
addition to planning, land acquisition and development, it should also stress 
infrastructure repair and renovation; employment; job training; juvenile 
delinquency; recreational programming, equipment needs and other issues 
determined through applied research. The program should be flexible, without 
burdensome Federal regulations that hinder administrative efforts. In short, the 
LWCF program should be reinvented. 


Funding for the Urban Park and Recreation Program should be continued. If not 
continued for UPARR, the LWCF program could be modified to provide funds for 
the same type of projects. The possibility of eliminating LWCF and UPARR and 
combining them into one program should be explored.” FLORIDA 


Institution 


While only one State committed it's recommendation to writing regarding the 
institutional arrangements through which the program is administered many 
others have vocalized similar concerns. The comments and recommendations 
contained in the State of Ohio's annual report follow: 


"The Ohio DNR recommends the re-creation of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
(BOR). After 12 years, it is evident that then-Secretary of the Interior James Watt's 
action to abolish the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service--the successor 
Agency to the BOR--and to place the “State-side” of the L&WCF program in NPS 
was a mistake as far as the States and local units of government are concerned. 
Because of NPS' specific and focused objective (to administer and protect the 
National Park System), the broad-based needs and issues formerly administered by 
BOR have not fit well within NPS. 


The differing objectives were the main reasons why the Outdoor Recreation 
Resources Review Commission did not, in 1962, recommend NPS for the tasks that 
subsequently were given to BOR when it was created in 1965. The re-creation of 
BOR (and giving it the "State-side" of the L&:WCF program to administer) would be 
a good first step in restoring the needed emphasis at the State and local levels of 
adequate outdoor recreation opportunities for all Americans." OHIO 


NOTE: Many of the States also made recommendations concerning the policies, 
practices and procedures involving the administration of the program currently in 
effect. These, along with the above cited recommendations for legislative action 
plus initiatives called for in the National Performance Review, are the subject of the 
Land and Water Conservaticn Fund Review Committee established by the National 
Park System Advisory Board early in 1994. In addition, the NPS is currently 
working with the National Association of State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers 
to identify possible measures that will result in administrative efficiencies. 
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TABLE 1 


LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND APPROPRIATIONS 


FY 1965 TO FY 1994 


FISCAL YEAR L&WCF TOTAL* STATE GRANTS FEDERAL 
PORTION PORTION 

1965 16,000,000 10,375,000 5,555,000 
1966 125,000,000 82,408,718 39,183,000 
1967 110,000,000 56,531,090 41,737,000 
1968 119,191,000 61,557,248 51A416,000 
1969 164,500,000 45,000,000 116,725,000 
1970 131,100,000 62,000,000 65,900,000 
1971 357,400,000 185,400,000 167,841,000 
1972 361,500,000 255,000,000 101,669,000 
1973 300,000,000 181,800,000 112,957 000 
1974 76,223,000 66,000,000 5,000,000 
1975 307,492,000 180,000,000 121,092,000 
1976 316,986,000 175,840,000 134,953,000 
1976TQY 75,988,000 43,960,000 30,480,000 
1977 537,799,000 175,516,000 355,597 000 
1978 805,000,000 306,070,000 490,166,000 
1979 737,025,000 369,790,000 359,988,000 
1980 509,194,000 300,000,000 201,801,000 
1981 288,593,000 173,745,000 107,282,000 
1982 179,927 000 0 167,386,000 
1983 335,093,000 110,619,000 212,593,000 
1984 295,913,000 72,919,000 213,113,000 
1985 286,612,000 71,853,000 206,245,000 
1986 169,201,900 45,992,900 116,883,000 
1987 193,096,000 32,700,000 153,126,000 
1988 170,464,000 16,567,000 144,040,000 
1989 206,233,000 16,700,000 179,992,000 
1990 249,299,000 16,501,000 231,481,000 
1991 341,675,207 29 843,000 311,832,207 
1992 321,400,000 19,748,000 298,192,000 
1993 283,651,000 24,787,000 255,437,000 
1994 254,277 (00 24,750,000 226,224,000 
TOTALS $8,625,833,107 $3,213,972,956 $5,225,886,207 


* Includes additional funds for Federal administration costs for Federal Land Acquisition 
and State Grants. 


{Transition Quarter, July 1, 1976, to September 30, 1976, because of adoption of new 
fiscal year calendar. 
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PLANNING REACQUISITION xDEVELOPMENT HREDEVEL OPMENT nxCOMB ----- ALL PROJECT TYPES 
STATE COUNT OBLIGATIONS COUNT OBLIGATIONS COUNT OBLIGATIONS COUNT OBLIGATIONS COUNT COUNT OBLIGATIONS ACRES 

ALABAMA 10 §=©872,011.02 55 5,939,182.469 470 44,229,623.76 19 853689.23 125 679 51.894,506.50  10664.1 
ALASKA 8 741,963.44 44 9,577,740.08 159 16,774,205.64 8 689089.59 21 240 27,782,998.75 20137.5 
ARIZONA 9 666,036.05 62 8,845,195.20 551 35,265,706.38 16 671632.84 40 678 45,448,570.45 3676.3 
ARKANSAS 15 1069,968.39 83 7,918,129.88 429 30,258,312.96 8 505757.84 108 643 39,732,169.07 312351.9 
CALIFORNIA 25 4 34350,123.95 345 116,377,001.32 751 102,615,446.45 85  6506054.45 7 1211 228,926,606.13 184529.9 
COLORADO 17 601,559.87 155 18,965,802.99 686  28,400,760.99 2 446378.81 30 890 468,010,282.66 58477.7 
CONNECTICUT 7 661,429.38 194 26,814,348.22 105 19,551,762.30 40  5505775.05 8 354 52,5335,314.95  28148.6 
DELAWARE 8 719,091.31 76 15,836,570.07 79 «= 12, 435,823.66 8 617308 .44 9 180 29,606,793.48 17409.8 
DIST. OF COL 9 689,856.04 3 1,148,3355.00 47 &,864,028.61 14 2266181 .94 0 73 12,968, 381.59 222.0 
FLORIDA 0 -00 130 60,572,541.94 155 35,371,714.05 7 1169086 .69 6 2% 95,093,342.66  68557.4 
GEORGIA 20 §=394,283.85 1035 24,545,955.46 605 537,977,262.77 28  1859009.20 100 856 65,476,4991.26 80496.6 
HAHAII 6 529,822.75 25 16,2535,945.89 84 §=613,756,315.87 3 36 3854.50 3 121 30,903,939 .01 394.5 
IDAHO 8 972,511.17 47 5,855,5354.95 255 24,270,347 .30 9 2415460.05 42 5361 31,339,753.47 22293.2 
ILLINOIS 8 1385,415.01 6405 88,891,2935.21 297 37,3515,051.13 54 3999790.89 25 789 131,589,550.24  57985.9 
INDIANA 8 557,879.56 67 15,654,438.91 282 50,791,750.20 17 24678227.24 113 487 69,482,295.91  29942.5 
iOWA 7 311,952.32 261 14,828,879.54 732 28,255,701.91 23 1182560.11 75 1098 44,579,093.88  51963.4 
KANSAS 7 157,359.29 72 6,086,198.66 399 32,289,598.00 28 2395726.29 41 547 40,928,882 .24 9552.0 
KENTUCKY 11 «677,349.28 76 9,928,873.78 701 36,8357,438.15 40 1156526.75 159 987 48,399,987.96 17617.8 
LOUISIANA 9 372,295.53 96 15,04646,307.52 403 42,165,644.56 21 1214340.25 78 607 58,796,587.84  73754.3 
MAINE 20 648,547.00 131 9,072,837.70 407 19,594,284.71 45  2234677.95 74 677 31,550,347.36  4%0277.4 
MARYLAND 6 1219,243.29 108 38,802,828 .01 196 §624,713,6935.85 1 367678 .89 7 318 65,103,444.04  363559.0 
MASSACHUSETTS 9 1511,677.56 93 26,665,720.82 187 40,410,404.81 72 12599940.57 33 394 80,985,743.76  22682.2 
MICHIGAN 6 1829,727.49 304 35,820,505.37 1165 68,316,391.99 27 1226327.97 65 1567 107,192,950.82  68169.7 
MINNESOTA 9 1022,615.30 406 28,148,576.30 655 27,910,525.37 26 9646171.87 89 1165 58,065,888.84  95094.8 
MISSISSIPPI 15 786,654.14 28 4,034,283.05 345 32,700,646 .94 9 299753.31 64 459 37,821,317.42 14598.9 
MISSOURI 9 591,661.28 344 28,617,375.72 546 38,917,266.77 17 1565982.835 159 1075 69,692,286.60  55851.0 
MONTANA 8 567,538.90 100 8,447,982.45 511 21,904,866.91 153 174568.81 68 700 31,094,757.05 724627.9 
NEBRASKA 3 68,466 .26 71 6,356,152.08 558 27,466,91%4.21 95 2936713.79 93 820 36,828,226.34  28052.8 
NEVADA 9 757,296.62 27 8,628,812.84 182 20,784,181.4% 20 1001488.00 5 243 31,171,778.90 17172.3 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 19) =—68 21,439.46 1735 10,728,597.06 300 17,3557,037.42 33 1112263.78 42 559 30,019,317.68  48652.5 
NEW JERSEY 3 547,500.00 53 39,815,873.56 251 57,288,854.938 2 1059271 .66 1 290 98,689,500.20 75229.6 
* A PROJECT WITH NEW DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT TYPES IS TREATED AS A DEVELOPMENT PROJECT. 

xx A COMB. PROJECT AMOUNT IS DIVIDED BETWEEN ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT AMOUNTS, AS APPROPRIATE, BUT COUNTED AS A COMB. PROJ. 


x A PROJECT WITH MULTIPLE PROJECT TYPES, WHICH ALSO INCLUDES ACQUISITION TYPE, IS TREATED AS A COHBINATION PROJECT. 


NOTE: 


OR MANAGEMENT AS A RESULT OF LEGISLATION. 





THE ABOVE TOTALS INCLUDE THOSE PROJECTS FUNDED WITH L&WCF ASSISTANCE AND SUBSEQUENTLY TRANSFERRED TO FEDERAL AGENCIES 
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STATE 


NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 


OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 

UTAH 


GUAM 

NO. MARIANAS 
PUERTO RICO 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 


—_ —- 
SMENUUN OC SAOUAUN-—OfL OF OO~ 


PLANNING REACQUISITION xDEVEL OPMENT HREDEVEL OPMENT nECOMB ----- ALL PROJECT TYPES--------- 

COUNT OBLIGATIONS COUNT OBLIGATIONS COUNT OBLIGATIONS COUNT OBLIGATIONS COUNT COUNT OBLIGATIONS ACRES 
22 4,739,453.01 820 26,527,528.78 57 668617.00 54 978 33,325,215.44 14718 
110 25,2464,098.78 706 125,461,966.53 224 4%2166971.56 35 1089 196,066,224.89 64925 
102 21,074,136.95 491 37,429,647.12 31 1258014.46 174 817 61,592,996.98 36599 
67 3,226,796.07 741 23,364,646.25 44 1269590.31 124 992 28,4914,197.18 39571 
3635 48,112,577.88 553 71,598,356 .86 18 2552953.82 90 1051 123,498,423.33 4%7587 
62 6,894,776.48 700 35,058,911.25 64  2065198.59 81 916 45,103,437 .65 5145 
198 20,146,575.468 9353 25,791,681.52 71 3259816.18 25 1236 47,935,677.59 235399 
259 23,769,955.25 864 98,295,240.22 193 15103594.99 19 1341 138,929,437.33 77930 
76 7,131,977.28 193 20,959,055.22 21 3729403.25 14 313 32,476,370.57 76199 
78 14,372,885.08 817 31,529,549.39 24 578670.23 126 1059 47,397,793.87 58818 
65 2,797,279.56 998  25,152,847.90 113 1885152.67 76 1262 30,185,685.13 31154 
87 13,905,248.77 387 39,922,858.32 77 4546024.30 73 635 59,290,666 .01 48529 
97 37,190,141.78 619 98,288,706.32 4 359702.45 202 919 136,957,034.53 36077 
76 12,274,305.65 280  26,817,742.19 4 116000.00 235 388 39,412,250.41 27357 
130 9,776,549.91 273 14,344,4698.23 59 2259929.23 30 508 26,930,573.149 66401 
57 31,055,094.24 167 34,841,717 .38 5 672393.82 60 294 66,759,429.93 44178 
200 §=25,626,581.350 258  26,8635,325.77 463 2628157 .44 7 516 55,712,687.37 155068 
35 3,032,549.81 256 31,528,611.12 19 1922850.11 41 355 36,420,816 . 26 8830 
719 32,771,767.58 889 27,205,246.34 44  2068659.12 435 1704 62,564,334.36 116697 
1 1,226,201.49 621 24,271,674.22 21 983692.24 Gi 706 27,354,991 .24 6949 

0 75,684.00 23 688,794.45 2 27028 . 57 2 30 831,958.00 14 

1 79,000.00 12 1,181,131.30 3 143779.00 1 20 1,473,641 .30 8 

0 .00 6 89,422.00 0 8 112,215.00 

9 1,837,886 .00 + 28, A AF 9 1220544.77 9 121 356,401.51 6953. 

7 253,740.25 10 732,599.88 7 482484 .00 0 31 1,645,419 .62 42 
6968 1060,829,760.61 24155 1905,269,831.86 1947 151150157.48 3058 36655 35,164,454,985.41 2504256. 


1587,816. 
5193,187. 
1831,198. 
553,364. 
1234,534. 
1086,551. 
757,604. 
1761,546. 
655,934. 
916,689. 
350,405. 
916,534. 
1118,483. 
204,202. 
569,595. 
192,224. 
594,622. 
137,005. 
518,681. 
873,423. 

40,451. 

69,731. 

22,793. 
339,261. 
176,595. 
MEGRAND TOTAL® 525 47185,255. 
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ux A COMB. PROJECT AMOUNT IS DIVIDED BETWEEN ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT AMOUNTS, AS APPROPRIATF, BUT COUNTED AS A COMB. 
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OR MANAGEMENT AS A RESULT OF LEGISLATION. 
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IS TREATED AS 


COMBINATION PROJECT. 


PROJ. 


THE ABOVE TOTALS INCLUDE THOSE PROJECTS FUNDED WITH L&WCF ASSISTANCE AND SUBSEQUENTLY TRANSFERRED TO FEDERAL AGENCIES 
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$22,059 
$1,004,970 
$111,001 
$1,213,703 
$211,679 
$16,878 
$499,076 
$237,474 
$15,688 
$214,288 
$393,038 
$1,040,767 
$11,345 
$535,550 
$1,125 
$169,921 
$35,865 


$360,099 
$1,053,072 
$501,648 
$799,132 
$429,334 
$902,919 
$656,200 
$323,836 
$819,655 
$376,657 
$509,241 
$322,587 
$1,515,607 
$708,604 
$1,920,010 
$787,062 
$390,808 
$976,967 
$474,917 
$295,050 
$485,207 
$644,089 
$2,574,192 
$298,766 
$1,999,545 
$540,494 
$392,929 
$1,074,104 


UNOBLIGATED BALANCES BY STATE FOR FY 1993 


$o 
$1,066,119 
$186,470 


$25,408 
$10,579 
$50,755 
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(Continued) 
TABLE 3 
UNOBLIGATED TOTAL UNOBLIGATED PERCENT 
BALANCE AVAILABLE BALANCE UNOBLIGATED 

STATE 9/30/92 2/ FY 933/ 9/30/93 2/ 9/30/% 
Oklahoma $303,385 $663,794 $13,554 2.0 
Oregon $361,106 $736,904 $210,424 28.6 
Pennsylvania $47,876 $1,014,333 $10,735 1.1 
Rhode island $447,860 $749,482 $554 0.1 
South Carolina $53,420 $468,717 $27,567 5.9 
South Dakota $61,822 $289,791 $2,121,015 731.9 
Tennessee $58,177 $555,151 $o 0.0 
Texas $13,211 $1,384,475 $62,475 4.5 
Utah $0 $298,529 $0 0.0 
Vermont $1 $216,064 $1 0.0 
Virginia $365,647 $919,547 $4,144 0.5 
Washington $972,032 $1,424,089 $744,089 52.3 
West Virginia $71,751 $344,235 $10,237 3.0 
Wisconsin $287,010 $755,491 $124,760 16.5 
Wyoming $12,349 $289,786 $72,191 24.9 
District of Col. $186,760 $254,231 $72,612 28.6 
Puerto Rico $325,270 $683,388 $133,388 19.5 
Virgin islands $o $25,000 $o 0.0 
Guam $50,000 $75,000 $25,000 33.3 
American Samoa $25,000 $50,000 $50,000 100.0 
N. Marianas $26,925 851.925 £0 0.0 

TOTALS 1/ $11,269,653 $38,271,093 $5,277,552 13.8 


1/ Totals may not add due to rounding. 
2/ Does not include monies in the Contingency Reserve and the Special Reapportionment Account. 
3/ Includes regular FY 1993 apportionment, reapportionments and carryover funds. 














L&WCF GRANTS REQUESTED AND SELECTED FOR FUNDING 


FY 1993 
NO. OFGRANTS DOLLARS § NO.OFGRANTS DOLLARS 

REQUESTED REQUESTED} SELECTED AWARDEDS§ 
IN FY 93 INFY93 IN FY93 INFY 93 
76 $2,589,392 14 $506,285 
2 5,270,042 2 221,752 
“4 7,502,725 7 360,550 
53 1,513,749 14 416539 
52 7,680,332 20 2,128,852 
38 2,241,008 7 440,391 
45 11,000,000 0 0 
15 1,308,406 3 331,598 
15 1,272,050 15 1,005,550 
31 954,043 21 500,000 
1 538,720 1 538,720 
5 624,205 0 0 
85 11,500,000 4 902,496 
19 1,344,038 8 559,983 
5 204,587 5 161,918 
10 732,275 6 282,384 
89 1,389,948 2 376,656 
89 20,293,762 11 486,280 
12 390,600 7 291,450 
7 3,165,323 1 1,515,697 
2 2,235,300 6 590570 
56 3,500,000 12 337340 
56 4,927,000 15 485,702 
8 1,855,000 3 300,000 
25 1,089,890 8 434,700 
7 1,353,000 6 299,714 
a 1,034,153 13 286,549 
0 0 0 0 
39 719812 4 633,290 
175 97,595,083 4 2,556,468 
24 579,000 10 244,000 
87 15,827,504 2 1,860,932 
2 902,263 6 302,586 
66 2,097,822 7 382,350 





TABLE 4 


L&WCF GRANTS REQUESTED AND SELECTED FOR FUNDING 











FY 1993 (Continued) 
NO. OF GRANTS DOLLARS NO. OF GRANTS DOLLARS 
REQUESTED REQUESTED} SELECTED 
STATE IN FY 93 IN FYS3 
Ohio 74 12,026,336 
Oklahoma 26 1,513,600 
Oregon 37 822,891 
Pennsylvania 457 18,000,000 
Rhode Island 22 2,665,425 
South Carolina 73 3,944,416 
South Dakota 188 2,934,115 
Tennessee 3 555,151 
Texas 102 25,906,818 
Utah 27 1,537,000 
Vermont 25 1,300,000 
Virginia 50 18,000,000 
Washington 6/ 131 67 050,627 
West Virginia 38 3,000,000 
Wisconsin 189 8,864,711 
Wyoming 29 752454 
District of Col. 18 27 £00,000 
Puerto Rico 10 1,790,000 
Virgin Islands 1 25,000 
Guam 0 0 
American Samoa 0 0 
N. Marianas 1 51,925 
TOTAL 2544 $412,971,501 410 $29,243,047 


t Many States negotiate the amounts requested by State and local applicants 
based upon the amount of total funding available or place dollar limits on 
the amounts that can be requested. Therefore, these data do not 


necessarily indicate all “demand” for grants in a given fiscal year. 


§ Amounts awarded are for new projects selected during Fiscal Year 1992. 
These amounts may differ from amounts obligated by the State for new 
projects plus amendments from the current and prior fiscal year. 


1/ An Alaskan amendment for $205,229.63 competed as a new project. 

2/ Figure includes applications for Arizona's State grant program. 

3/ Idaho has adopted a two year funding cycle. 

4/ No grant round held. 

5/ Consolidated Project with six elements. 

6/ Washington combines all funding sources for the purpose of project ranking. Since L&aWCF 
represents a small percentage of available dollars, only a few L&WCF applications are 
anticipated. 

















FISCAL YEAR 1993 APPORTIONMENTS TO STATES 
FROM THE LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 
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$420,633 
$219,695 
$386,029 
$300,493 
$1,685,468 
$398,497 
$409,656 
$231,596 
$1,043,859 
$552,982 
$260,372 
$232,705 
$902,571 
$507,138 
$323,836 
$319,472 
$369,662 
$433,718 
$247,684 
$610,727 
$583,146 
$760,307 
$439,933 
$300,299 
$477,691 
$225,417 
$270,903 
$271,009 
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Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
District of Col. 
Puerto Rico 
Virgin islands 
Quam 
Americar. Samo: 





1 


$251,051 
$724,634 
$266,298 
$1,365,492 
$538,358 
$223,008 
$650,191 
$360,409 
$356,113 
$939,457 
$260,193 
$381,188 
$222,921 
$468,486 
$1,245,507 
$298,529 
$216,063 
$553,900 
$497,057 
$272,484 
$468,481 
$213,071 
$67,471 
$358,118 
$25,000 
$25,000 
$25,000 
$25,000 








Mid-Atlantic Region Mid-West Region Pacific Northwest Region 
CT, DC, DE, MA, MD, ME,NH, IA,IL,IN,KS,MI,MN,MO, AK, ID, OR, WA 


Chief, Recreation Programs 
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National Park Service 
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